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^rewith Hoch's rosponce to vhat ± wote him about the Alvaro:: disirJTormation sod 
my reapoiisb. The lattjr will probiibly be more usually irxcoinpreht'nciblc because it 

is no* more tiiaa six hours since I returned fi-oci driving *^11 to tlifi dentist and for zho 
grocery shop;4jog« lixcept for 15 minutes for a simple sup^^r and thi? letter it has all been 
responding to phone calls* 

recoliectioas of cpecifics of the uel’onry aro i20:3tly general rather than 
specific • I am fairly ce tain ^ioch then pretended no connection of any kind save that 
perhaps Alvarez had used his and Olson’s obsevvations. 

^Qiat ia conspiouous to me on this is a conbination of the new adml aslons of 
tixo opposite of total detachment and of an official com.ection, wiiether or not entirely 
kosher p and most startling to nie of all» of ^kxdi's pre publication knowledge and silonce* 

The possible intorpretations arc many so i make not of this last# I content myself 
with the observation that he said nothiagp knowing* 

Aside from an official conncctioa, whatever its extent and nature, the moot obvious 
ond entirely unexplained is the anti- -scientific nature of tliin project* 

I don t know that . och will respond further* 

I do taow that v/hat la in his att-.ched letter ho says for the first time* Of this 
I am csi’taln. 

To try.to be noro specific, ny pre-ont interest is not Paul or his role, whatever 
it may be* It is Alvar es/KRDl/t ax mone:^ that under a?xy clrcimistaJiccs has to be after the 
end of tiio offlci:jl investigation, no business of ERDA and then the j'ears In which this 
drok reposed in files only to be dra-^rred out when the subject heated up again* 

ERI>A does this? 

^^one, even a ^^obel laureate , on the EHDA teat does this? 

And there are no questions? 

Hastily , 


